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A 1975 survey carried out to determine Arkansans
knowledge about and attitudes toward management of land resources (a
random sample of'‘approximately 100 respondents was surveyed in each
of 16 carefully,selected counties) provided residential histories and-
answers to var1ed attitudinal questions which were later used to
highlight the consequences of migration into Arkansas.” Arkansas |,

. natives were noted, and new m1grants and ‘returnees were identified

e and categor1zed by. year ‘of migration, Respondents were compared with
respect to socié-economic and community involvement characteristics,
ort¥gins and, reasons fqQr moving to Arkansas, and attitudes toward.
community ahd landinse 1ssues. These comparigons. were made within the
state as a whole', d within®each of three dest1nat10n areas in
Arkansas. Tak1ng all mléhant categgr1es together, migrants had more

,education and’ higher incomes than-Arkansas natives, and they were
more likely to be 'white. Generally, however, migrants were more
similar to the native population than different, with larger
differences tending to be based on time of arrival in Arkansas. The
‘observed pattern of migration, while perhaps not actually re1nforc1ng
the character1st1cs of the receiving aréa, at least mirfimized the
change these patterns might br1ng about. (BRR) .
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Consequences of Mlgratlon

. .into Arkansas for :

- Populatien Change

© 7T "By DIANAM. DRNFORTH and‘DGNALl}E“VOTlsk Co
Department of Agncu]tura] Ecofiomics and Rural Sociology

It is now well- known that sometime in the 1960’s traditiopal patterns of net
rural-to-urban migration’in_the United States began to reverse. The reversal,
occurred earlier in some avéxs than in others, butby 1974 nonmetropohtan areas
in nearly all parts of the country were experiéncing net gains due to migration, and
those that were not were experiencing smaller net losses than in previous years.
The Ozark-Ouachita Uqlanﬂs within which part of Arkansasis located,is one of
the largést andJnost noticeable areas of revived Aonmetropolitan growth.!

+  Arkansas shifted rather dramatically from Iarge net losses due to migration
dunng the 1950-1960 decade to small net Io§ses during the 1960-1970 decade
and to large net gains during the years of this decade for which data are available
< (4,5,8,20). A[though the changes are wxdespread throughout the state, the most
dramatic gams have been in the northerraand prorthwestern (Ozark) counties,
some of which expenienced more than 50 percent net fﬁ-mjération from i970t0
1976. Some counties in the eastern and southeastern (Deltg) areas of Arkansas,.
on the other hand still are expenencmg net out-migration. -

Thereis w1despread interestin in-migration to Arkansas and its effects upon the
state (15): An issue of interest is the effect this in-migration is having and will
. have on the population of the state. To what extent will it change the state’s
population, and what consequences will this have for communities, local govern-
mental agencies, schools, etc.?

Enough research oh urban-to-rural migration has béen conducted to establish
some generalizations about this phenomenon, Zuiches and Brown (23) examined
nationwide data, and Ploch (18) and DeJong and Humphrey (9) examined datfi
within individual states (Mame and Pennsylvania, respectively). Those moving
from urban to rural areas generally have less educahqn than those moving in the’ s
opposxte direction, but more education than natives in the rural areas to which they
are moving. The urbanite-rural migration involves nearly all age groups, with only
those aged 20.to 24 {inder-represented. A large number of persons aged 35to0 44,
and also of older persons, many of whom are-retirees, are relocating to rural areas,
" Urban-to-rural migration is primarily a white phenomenon, with black migration
still characterized as rural-to-urban, although tha{ trend is not as dominant as in
past years. The occupations of these rural in~mig7 nts involve a predommance of

T
~

'Mornson and Wheeler (17), in an excellent.overview of this revival of rural population growth,
discuss not only the “turnaround" itselt, butalso the characteristics of urban-to-rural nigrants, the
reasons'for migration, and some posstble consequences Otherimportant refefences ar lne Beale and
Fugustt (2), Fuguitt and Beale (10) Schwanzweller (19), Wardwell (21) ang Zurches and Brown -_
{23) .
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intermedsate-level occupational statuses, such as clerical occupations, eraftsmen
and operahves, serVICe and manual labor occupatrons, However, urban migrants
to ruraI areasstrll tend tohave hrgher status otcupations than most natives of those
areas . ' ‘ ' .

LittiBresearch has been done to determme differérices in com ”“hrty mvolve"‘“"—-"*"

ment; in preferences fot services, or in attitudes toward public issues resuhrrkg feom
this reversal of migration. Ploch (18) and Hennigh (13), in stddies af rural -~
communities in Maine and Oregon,-respectrvely, concluded that in-migrats were |
. atleast as active, if not more active, than natives in commumty decision- makmg
Infact, Henmgh' tenet s that the opportunity for greater community participation
Js one of the attractions for people moVving from-urban toruralareas. On the othrer
hand, a study of the Ozarks fourid in-migrants to be less involved than natives in

. ' community leadership and decision-making role#  finding that was attributedto  ~ .

the large proportion of retirees among the in-migrant population (6).
Studres that address perceptions of the adequacy of community services gener-
ally conclude that 1n-migrants expext more services, of thetr communities than do
natives. However, there are indications that in-migrants are less willing to increase
the tax base in order to support these services, especially those moving from other
nonmetropohtan areas (6, 7, 16). - .
Many m—mrgrants are saxﬂ to be attracted hy amenities in the rural areas; and ’
areas nch in these amemtres are some of the faster-growing rural areas (1, 22). 1
Thus, the planning and management of land resources is likely to’be an area of J
controversy in rural-areas sustaining high growth rates. Research substantiates
somewhat a'general i impression. that long-time residents of these areas often will
welcome the economic expansron in thej* communities and be unwilling to accept
land use controIs that m¥ght restrict development Opportu‘mtres In-migrants,

. h0wever, may be quite willing to impose restrictions on land use in order-to

preserve the unique qualities of the area that attracted them (11, 12). s
Arkansas natives were identified from 1975 survey/data, and new migrants and
retumees to Arkansas were identified ard categorized by year of mrgratmn '

Responde-‘rﬁs in these categories, then were compared with respect fo socio-
economic and commumty 1nvo|vement characteristics, ongms and reasons for:
moving to Arkansas, and attitudes toward commumty andiand use issyes. These
comparisons were made wrthm the state as a whole,, and within each of three
destination areas in Arkan sas, to determine in somedetail what effett a history of
migration may be havipg on the population structure and the attitudes and

preferences of the Arkansas popuIatron ) .

., Data Describtion !

The survey data used in this study allow a more detailed analysis of the
chardctelfistics ot migrants than do the census data that are used typically.
%However, the survey data have some peculiarities that must be fully undérstoed
before they are ‘used. We first identify. the data source to be used, explain how
pugrants have been defmeed, and discuss some of the pecuhar'characten\ trcs ¢’>f the
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data, Because of the ev:dence of dlffgrent mxgratxpn’ streams to d\fferent areas of‘
. the state; we also defme three destmatlon areas in Arkaﬁsas wnthnp which the

characteristics of migrants are examined in detail.2 » . O
vz ., . AN R . S . ¢ ot - . ..
o R -2 ’ .
Souxce of Data  _:- e e

“The data presented came from a 1975 survey carned out to determme Arkan-
sanis' knowledge about and a‘tutudes toward the management of land resources
(14) A random sample of approxlmately 100 respondents was surveyed in eaqh
of 16 carefully selected countes.3 Although the survey was designed to analyze
attitudes toward, Iand use management,” other vanéd atitudinal questions were
asked and cons:derable detall‘was ébtaned on respondents residential hustories.

< e . »
.

Definition of Residen;:e Groups . ﬁ," ‘

Migration researchers gradually have developed a set of concepts o describe
mugration, based on the kinds of boundaries that are crosseJ andthe permanency
of the mdve. It has become conventional to define migratign as_the cressing of
county hnes. Thus, moves within a county are snmply referred to as “local moves”
{3, p. 756). This study devnates slighfly in that migration is defined here as -~
crossingestate lines.

The definition of a migrant used in many studies follows the census definition,
1.e;, a migrant is one who lived elsewhere five years before the respective census
year. This approach combines many actual migrants (those who had lived
elsewhere other than five years previously) with non-migrants, and is therefore

_nappropriate for a detailed analysis of the charactenstics of migrant groups. For
'the analysesn this report, a migrant 15 defined as a person who has ever lived
outside of Arkansas. These niigrants then were classified into In-migrants (those
horn outside of Arkansas) and Returnees those born m Arkansas who hved
outside the state and returned). Finally, both “In. -migrants and Returnees. were
classified by the year they last moved to Arkansas: 1) before 1960 (early
migrantg), 2) 1980 to 1969 (Sixties migrants), and 3) 1970 to 1975 (Seventies
migranfs). This, together with the remaining persons who were born in Arkansas
and had neve{thed outside the state (Arkansas Natives), resulted in seven
residence categories. (See Table 1 for a description of these categories and their ’
distnbution in the state.)

.

’

Definition of, Destination Areas : ‘. )
LCharactenstics of the residence groups were examined for the state as a whole

' .

?in analyses not reported here, 1960 and 1970 census data were used to identify migration
R found to share quite differenbstreams wlth other regions and states of the U S
Al
<'The 16 counties were Benton. Carroll. Chicot. Cieburne, Conway, Crittenden, Franklin, Greene,
Howard, Independence, Jefferson, Latayette, Leg, Ouachita, Satme‘and Yell See Jacksonetal
(14) fora complete description of samphng procedyires and response rates *
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Y whohave lived elsewhere aqd
returned 1960 to 1969

Sixties in-migrants 94 61 Persons born els_ewherew‘ho

M . * came to Arkansas 1960 to
o . 1969

63 Persons born in Arkansas

who have lived elsewhere and

. returned 1970 to 1975

Seventies Relume'es§ 98

= *e ‘¥ . ’

133 Persons born elsewhere who
v came to Arkansas 1970 to

. 1975°

. . ..

Seventies In-migrants

1548

L4 R

.
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and within three areas of the state—the Ozarks, Soiithwest/ West Central Arkan-
sas, anid the Delta. Survey data were available from'the following counties in these
Ozarks.area— Benton;. Carroll, Cleburne, and lndepénd‘engfe counties. -
Southwest/West Central area—Franklin, Yell, Conway, Saline, Howard,
Ouachita, ahd Lafayette cbupties. 4
Delta area—Jefterson, Chicot, Leg, Crittenden, and Greene countie,
Unfortunately the 16 counties from which survey data were ‘available do not
allow using the State Economic Areas for which census data %re available.
Howéver, census data as well as other research on regionalism in Arkansas

<

= “suggest that the three areas identified.may have ‘substantially different types of

migrants. - }
. ° .

R Nature of Migration Data

While these survey data allow detailed analysis of the charactenstics of
migrants, they have some disadvantages. First, they refer to the migration process

- only at destination—in Arkansas. In many respects it would be more informatxvcz

O
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X s Table 1. Distribution of Respondents by Residence Category N
Residence - . > .
category - Frequency Percent Descripfion

Native Arkansans , < 760 491 Persons born in Arkansas
. ! . . who hdve never lived outside
y Arkansas

@ - ,
Ear'iy Returnees 192 124 Persons born 1n Arkansas
, who have lived elsewhere and

4 . returned before 1960
Early In-migrants ., 131 85 Persons born elsewhere who
came to Arkansas before1960.
Bixties Returnees 140 90 Persons born in Arkansas

;’
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Figure 1. Sample Counties in Three Destination :Areas of Arkansas

to comparemigrants to Arkansas with others at the place of origin because of the
opportunity tg examine causes and determinants of the' migration.
A second peculiarity of these data is that migrants have been somewhat .
-arbitrarily subclassified as In- migrants or Returnees, based upon‘place of birth.
~This subclassification is baséd on “counter- stréam”’ migratian research that shows -
) many people migrate to a new area and then later return to the place of origin for
. several reasons, including family ties, expanded job opportunities, retirement, etc.
Certanly Returnees can be expected to be more familiar wnth their destination and
to hive different reasons for moving to Arkansas than In- -migrants, and in some
respects to be more similar to the native Arkansas population. This classification is
somewhat misleading, however, since a persoh who wasborn outside Arkansas
and moved to the state at an early age would likely be more sxmxlar to native
Arkansans than'a person born in Arkansas who ha& spent most of his or her life
outside the state. N
A third disadvantage in using these survey datais that it is not possxble to make
inferences about secular trentls in migration. Since migrants were subclassified by
the year of arrivalin Arkansas, it is tempting fo atthibute differences between these
groups to the time of migration. However, all respondents were surveyedin 1975,
regardless of when they migrated. Thus; earh( migrants are defined by an event
thattook place atleast 15 years before, and they can be expected to be older and

\‘1‘ ’ . . ) o
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" Rave a completely dlﬂerent set of expenienbes than people who migrated s the
Seventies. Too, these ml_grants are representahve only of those who chose tq
reman in Arkansas."What such data can show are the current consequences on .
Arkansas of a history of in-nfigration over a sngmhcant period of time. 3 i

CHARACTERISTICS OF MlGRANTS TO ARKANSAS .
Socio- Economlc and Other Charactenstlcs of the Rendence Groups

Migrants normally are younger, better educated, dnd in hxgher economic strata
than non-mugrants (3). In large part théir influence on a regeivmgcpopulation can
be understood’by these dxﬂerenhal socid-economic charactenstics, withoyt attri- .
\ buting speejal differences to mxgratory status pér se.
Age, race, education; income, occupation, and land ownershnp wereexamlﬁed
.«\among the residence groups for the state of Ar'kansqs as a whole, and separately
- fo&(;ach of the three destination areas. In addition, community and political
invblvemerit measures were examined. These data are presented in Tables 2 and
X P ¢ ) )
A Ristory of fnigration into Arkansas appears to have influenced some of the
basic demographic characteristics of the state’s overall population. When compar-
ing all migrants as a group to the native Arkansans we found that migrantshad |
« ° higherincome and eeducational levels. In adMition, a much smaller percentage of
migrants was non- whxte There were little or no differences, how‘evér, in age, .
ownership .of land; or occupational distribution, nor were thefe dxﬂerences n '
" compunity and polmcal mvolvement “
Essentially the same dlﬂerences were found between migrants and natives in
v *each of the destinati areas, i.e., ‘migrants in each area had higher income and
educational levels and fewer were_nonwhite than natives of the area, However, ~
respbndent charactefistics differed substanhally between the areas themsqlves in
particular. betwen.the Delta and’ Ozarks areas/ Sixty-one percent of the sutdy %
respondentsin the Ozarks were classified as nligrants compared W{h 43percentin
* " the Delta, proportions that are consistent with census.data that show more, -
migtants fo ‘Northwest Arkansas and fewer to the Delta Forty-mne percent‘ of
those in the-Southwest/West Central area were classified as migrants and their
characteristics generalleere dxstnbuted mtermedxately%c those in the Ozarks o
and the Delta. . \ p
The Ozarks had the oldest populahon of the three areas thh an overall median
age of 55 years and with 45 percent of the respondgnts aged 60 and older while
¢ median agein the Delta was 45 ytiars and only 28 percent were 60 years and
older. The Ozarks had thelowest median income, butincome appeared to be fairly
equally distributed among the resnder\ts—-—only 29 percént were at the exremes of -
the inéome distribution (less than$3,000 or $15,000 and ver). The Deltahad a
higher median income, but thatincom appeared to be quite unequally distributed
with 46 percent at the extremes. Almos¥ all of the Ozarks respondents~were white,
while over a third 1{\the Delta were nonwhite. Also, more of those in the Ozarks
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. ) reported owning land. . ) -

. On most of the characteristics just discussed there was srgmhcant' variatio {t<

t among the seven regidence groups in the state as a whole even though mrgrants
overall were not different frorh natives. Early migrants, in particular, were different . .
from migrants in the Sixties and Seventies. A's expected the early migrants were +
older. With this age difference and their longer length of residencein Arkansasitis
not surprising that these early migrants also had lower income-and educational -,
levels; a higher proportion of them owned Iand and there was somewhat greater
polrt}cal involvement. Also, a hrgher percentangere in farming occupations and

« " lower percentages, were erfiployedih white-collar occupations or unemployed,
differerices that are corksistent with the differénces in age, land ownership, and

) educatronal levels.
AP ’ Essentrally the same pattern of differences was noted between early and later

migrants within each of the destination areas,Howevet, there were some devra-
tigns from that pattern. Whrle earfmrgrants to the Ozarks had the oldest median  *
Ie of all Ozark migrant groups, in all but one of the later migrant groups a third
T ofmore werk 60 years and okder. In both the Delta and. the Ozarks, Sixties
~ ~migrants were as likely to own land a’s the earlier mrgran‘ts to the area and 71.
percentof Seventies In- -migrants to the Ozarks reported o'wmng land, a proportion |
“almost as high-as among natives. ¢
" There were also some farrly gongsistent chfierences between ln-mrgrants and .
° Returneesin each time pegiod, especially in the Sixties and %venties. These more
. recent In.migrants were more hkel_y‘than the corresponding Returnees to have’
,completed more t/hén 12 years educat|9n to fall fnto th.e higher income brackets,
and to be employed in white- co'.ﬁar occupatiohs. These income affd occupational
diff¢rences were especially pronounced in the Delta. In-migrants also tended t6 be
alder than the correspondrng Returnees, although thése differences were not
\consrstent between-destination areas Jin’all time periods. The pattern of racial
distribution between corresponding In- .migrants and Rgtinees differed Yor the
hme pengds/«ftl'ua hrgher propbrtion of ponwhites among In- mrgfrants inthe early
peniod shifting'to decidedly higher proportion of nonwhites ameng Returnees in the
Seventres In the state as a whole political involvement was somewhat higher |
“among Returpees. than among the correspondlng In. mrgrants, a drfference‘
repeatedin the Ozarks and the Sootlzw'est/ West Central areas. In the Delta,
_however, 'In -migrants tendad tobe more’pohtrcally active than Returnee§ oA

- 3
- -

. - - . .

Reasons for-Moving to Arkansab and Orlgms of the Mrgrant Groups'
Mrgrants to Arkansas were asked in what state outsrde of Arkansas they had
' lived the longest, and:why.they had moved t6 Arkanisas. Reasons'for moving to

Arkarfsas wer€ summanzed into ‘six categorres, and percentage distributiorrs for .
the mrgrant groups |nthe state asa whole and in each of the destmatlon areas are

. .
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Table 2. Selected $oclo-économlc and Other Characteristics of the Residence Groups for the State and for Thrge Destlnat@ Are;u
i \

"

.

Residence category

’

-

Charadtenstic l}ikahsas f  Early Early Sixties Sixties Seventies Seventies Migrany
and drea Natives Returnees In-migrant$ Returnees In-migrants Returnees In-figrants  sub-fotal . Total
Median age' , . : ' . ‘
~ All areas 50(7s8) +  58(192) % 63(130) 41(140) 42(94) 35(98) 39(132). .  49(786) = 49(1544)
yzarks P 54(170) 64( 61) 65( 46) 49( 35) » 45(39) 37(32) 53( 58) 56(271)= 55{ 441)
SW/W Centeal. 452(342) '58( 94) b3( 46) 42(~70) 38(35) , 34(44) 36( 44) . 48(333) 50( 675)
, Dettal’™ | 45(246) 56( 37) 64( 38) 36( 35) 48(20) -29(22) . -30( 30} 45(1g2) 45( 128)
Percent 60 years of age and older . 4 7’ - et . . - ’
Ali areas 36 'y BN ‘64, ° 23 24 16 -2 . - 35 36
Ozarks | 44 59 . 67 9 43 - 33 .22 .- a3 47 = 45
SW/W Central 3y V44 4 61 20 14 8 1% 30 35
Delta 27, 38 66 12 20 14 7 3 28
Median educational attainment (years)? * . . &
All areas . 103 100 .« -, 92 ns <, 12t "7 21 , 116, 13
Ozarks 101 96 100 16 119 - ' 116 12,1, 11.6 13
SW/W Central 109 108 107 . . 19 . w3 Y7 Rre2 n7 116
Deta- ; . 98 93 65 . 120 19 19 - 118 15 104
Percent with more than 12 years education [ 4 e . -, , .
_ Al areas .4 14 7. 27 % ;- 2. 35 ¢ ‘o 19
+Ozarks “ o, 10 17. 26y, 3 S 37 .o 22 19
SW/WCentral . 14 17 a3 26 . . 45 b T4 ~v29 22
Delta . 14 11 v, 18 29 3, 135 . a8 20 v 20 7,
Median fapily income ($)* ' ‘ ¢ - K v
All areas . 6500 6700 4200 ° 9400 | 9000 JJ600 <4 8600 ,_ - 7600 g 7100
Ozatks ,-6100 6200 © 5000 7100  ® 8480 6500 7500 6700 *6400
. SW/w Central 6600 7608, 4700 - . 395 §200- |, 8000 - * 3400 8100 - 7400
Delta « 6600 ™ 8600 3200 . 14500 10000 11200 8720 7400
Percent with famslyncomes below $3,000 , ) L. N I 1
~ Al areas y 24 . 4 23, , N 19 L..n , v 16 10> 19} 22
* Ozark s 19 ¥ 8 21 Moo + g 7N 6 $ 17 18
SW/W Cential~ . .24 . T I 2o . 15 12 V22 4s - 17 21
Detta 27 25" 49 18 17 SR I [V 2, .2
. < . - -
‘ g * { * v \@ - 0 R - . @ .
\) . . ° " . 7, i b L) - - ¢
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s . A
Percent with family incomes of $15.000 a'nd’over ' . a
" Altareas 16 18 .16 16 , 2 T4 .19 17 .16, a
. Ozarks 2 , " 12 7 13 " 7 12 - , n bo)
SW/W Central 14 21 19 15 S} 20 18 .18 16 2
Deita - 17 22 22 21 . 44 14 33 _ ", 2 20 &
Percent non-white . ; ' F'>)
S . Anareas 24 7 19 9 7 , 15 7 , ~ a7 =
*Ozarks 2 2 o 3 3 0 [ 1 1, S
* L SW/W Central 21 10 - 16 4 3 .18 7 .9 , 15 )
Delta a3 30 . 47 23 o2 32 20 30 -7 A 2
! Percent who own land : ' .l ) o c . - o
. All dregs n 80 82 R 7 I 72 53 57 n o 71 1
Ozarks - . 74 84 . 80, 8 ! 80 . 53 ° n . 76 75 2
SW/W Central 78 - 83, 8 76 59 60 52 L T2 75 . a
Delta 59 *oed e z; 83, , - 60 L4 37 P82 © 60
Medjan organizations® ' . 5 P . y N ’ g
. Altareas (12 12 12 12 13 11 11 12 12 =
Ozarks 10 10 09 1.2 11 1 07 10 10 ' g
. SW/W Central 1.2 1.3 13 1.2 1.1 1.1 12, 13 12 —
. Deha - 13 10 % s 12 . 23 09 . 15 13 - 13+ Z
Median political activitiest . . ; . . : Kt : o
Al areas - 1.8 20 1.8 19 1.8 13 08 1.8, 18 >
Ozarks 18 19 6 18 18 16 03 - 16, = 17 =
. SW/W Ceniral 1.8 21 19 1.9 19 1.7 . 11 19 " 18 ]
. Delta 18 1.8 20 1.9 ¢ 21 .03 18 18 1.8 ;
‘  Percent voted last election o ) ,l ) w
All areas 68 ) 2 . 67 49 a2’ 6 * 66 &
Qzarks ‘65 ‘13 56 67 54 53 3 - 56 59 -
»  SWwWCentral_ 71 88 74 74 69 62 46 72 71
+ Delia 64 72 78 71 80 18 -~ 55 66 65 :

[} . - <y
"Median age wds computed ffom six catggonies A two-way analysis of variance testing the effect of residence category and destination area on age was significiant at
P < .001 (see Appendix Table 1). !

The numbers tn parentheses are tlg number of g;a.s? Approximately the same numbers apply for all other éorrispondmg frames of the table ’

I two-way analysis of vanance testing effect of residence category and destination area on years of education was significant at P < 001 (Appendix Table 1)

‘Median income was computed from nine categories. A two-wayanalysisof variance testing the effect of residence category and destination area on income was significant -
at P <.001 (see Appendix Table 13 . ' : T X

3 " .
sThis is the median nuniber of 17 poasitﬁe orgdrizations of which a person is amember. | =

Q themedian number of 8 pessible politica! gctjvllies in which a person oanic!pated
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Yncludes craftsmen, operatives, and labor occupations’
.+ ‘Includes farm owners, managers, and farm labor occupations
)

O

ERIC |

. ¢

o - -t & . .
Table 3.'Occupational Distribution of the Residence Groups In the State and in Three Destination Areas
/ . Residence category .
’ QOccupation Arkansas Early ' Early Sixties Sixties . Seventies Seventies Migrant. 4
’ and area Natwes Returnees In-migrants Returnees In-migrants Returnees;' In-migrants sub-total, Total *
SemaPercent ifi white-collar occupations® ," o - - )
All areas 29(42)2 28(37) 31(42) 31(46) 36(50) 33(49) 36(54) 32(45) 30(43)
Ozarks 27(41) T . 29(35) 34(48) 26(35) 22(33) 35(52) 37(51) 31(43), T 29(42)
' SW/WCentral  27(42) - 26(3]) ¢ ° 29439) 33(46) - . 43(53% 29(48) 34(56) 31(45) 30(43) "
Delta 31(42) 34(40) 28(40) 34(55)’ 48(69) 33(47)‘ 39(61) 35(49) 32(45)
Percent in blue-collar occupations? .
) All afeas 22(32) 26(33) 27(38) - 23(33) 20(28) 22(33) i8(27) . 23(32) 23(32)
Ozarks 21(31y 16(19) 20(29) 24(35) 11(17) . 16(24) 20(27) ~ 18(25) 29(27)
SW/W Central 23(34) - 29(41) 36(47) 25(34) 28(36) ! 23(37) 19(32) © o« 27(38) 25(36)
Delta, 22(31) . .34(40) . 26(36) 19(30). 21(31) 28(40) . 1422) 24(34) 23(32)
¢ « Percentin farming occupations . . * ‘ T e
All areas 9(14) “17(22) 10(13) . 6(9) 3(5) 4( 6) 4(’6) 8(12) - 9(13)
Qzarks 10(16) 28(33) 913) 6( 9) 8(12) 3( 5) *7(10) f12018) . 11(18)
SW/W Central *© 8(13)- J11415) 9(12) 7(10) o0 Ty . 2( 4) 7(10) 8(11)
Delta . 10(14) *14(17) < 11(16) * 3(5) 0( 0) 5( 7) 0( 0) 6( 9) 8(12)
1+ Percentunemployed .
All areas 8(12) 6( 8) 5( 7) 9(13) 13(18) 7(11) 8(12) 8(11) 8(11)
Ozarks 7011) 10(12) - 7(10) 15(22) 25(38) 13(19) 9(12) 12(17) 10(15) _
SW/W Central 8(11) 5( 8) 2(3)e 70000 8(11) a7 5( 8) 5( 8) 6(10)
Delta 9(13) 3( 3) 6( 8). 6(10) o 0) S5(7) 1(17) 5( 7 7(10)
)
Number of cases . o . .
. All areas 72q . 186 125 134 s 90 i 96 126 757 1480 -
O»zﬂrjlss . 164 58 . 45 33 36 3t 56 259 ° 423
SWW Central 328 93 45 . 69 35 44 42 328 , 656 .
Delta 231 35 35 32 19 21 28 170 T4
‘lncI:udes professronal, managenal, sales, cl—erléal, and sérvice occupations § ’
The numbers in parentheses are percentages that exclude housewives in the computation A \
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) egions of origin, and Table 7 presents distributions f the mi ant groups for the -«

three states that sent the highest proportions of migrants46 each destination area.
Not surprisingly, in the state as a whole almost half of all Returnee groups said 1

they moved to Arkansas because of family ties, whereas In- migrants were more °

likely to move to Arkansas for jobs or because they were attracted to some other

aspect of the area. There were also differences among destmatron areas in stated

motivations for moving to Arkansas Job opportunities were especially important

for migrants to.the Delta, a reason grven by almost half of the Sixties and Seventies

In-migrant groups. In the Ozarks general attraction to the area or relirement

reasons were given by over 40 percent of Sixties migrant groups and by half or e

more of Seventies migrant groups, with jobs being relatively less important.

F amrly ties was an especially important reason for moving to the Southwest/ West

Central Arkansas area.

Examining the state as a whole, it is evident that the origins of all Returnees are
highly concentrated in a small number of states—California and the Arkansas
border states of Texas and Missouri together sent almost half of all Returnee
groups (Table 5). While the origins of Early In-migrants were heavily concen-
tratedin foyr Arkansas border states, these states became much lessimportant for
later In-migrants. Origins of later In- mrgrants were highly dispersed, and they
were more likely to come from the East and West North Central regions.

§ In examing the qrigins of migrants to each of the destination areas (Tables 6

and 7) we find that the Deltais far more dependent upon border states and regions
thanare the Ozarks and the Southwest/ West Central areas. The Ozarks draws a .
substantial proportion of migrants from Texas, California, and from the South
[ Central region, none of whichborder onthe Ozarks. The Southwest/West Central
Yarea draws a substantial propértion from California and the Mountain and Pacific
- regions. Interestingly, the Delta’s attraction of migrants from the South Central
region, and specifically from the twoimportant southern states of Mississippi and
Tennessee, involves primarily In-migrants and very few Returnees. Missouri, the
. Mouritain/Pacific regions, and the North Central regions, on the other hand, send
primarily Returnees and few In-migrants to the Delta. Texas and California serve
- .similatly with respect to the Southwgst/West Central area: both sent primarily 3
Returnees and relatively few In-migrants to this regich.

- Profile of Sevent¥es In-migrants to Arkansas

The characteristics of the most recentmrgrants are of special interest since they
g;ve an indication of what types of people Arkansas is now attracting, and since
*re cent migrants are the focus of most other studies of the 1mpact of migrationto an
area.

S

-
'

*These 11 states were identified on the basis of 1960 and 1970 census data as accounung forthe ~ .
highest proportion of mxgrants into and out of Arkansas,
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Table\\Reuons for Moving to Arkarrsas by the Migrant Groups In the State and In Three Destination Areas

-~

.

.

i
i

-

Reason Early Early - Sixties Sixties Seventies _ Seventies
and area Returntes In-migrants Returnees In-migrants Returnees In-Migrants Total
’ Petcent ) .
Family ties R N
Il areas 58 22 46 29 . 46 - 18 38
Ozarks 57 6 . 44 18 25 12+ 31
SW/W Central 61 22 48 35 . 51 26 45
Delta 53 16 44 37 . 67 21 38
Retirement ’ . o }
All areas " « 1 2 10 1§ ., 410 15 ,8
Ozarks © 2 2 16 1 22 24 13
SW/W Central 1 2 6~ 12 5 9 5
‘ Delta 0 0 12 5 l 5 7. 4
Joboppom{nmes N ° -
oAl areas, ' 18 32 . 16 ° 25 .18 . 28 22
Ozarks BTSN V4 T 2% 12 24 12 ﬂ ‘19 19
SW/W Central ‘ 16 3 . 17 18 - 19 ) .26 20
Delta 25 K72 19 42 24 48 32
Liked the area . . B e .
Al areas n 15 13, 20 15 25 16
Ozarks ) 18 17 . 25y 29 28 34 25
SW/W Central 8 1M 10 15 12 21 1
Delta ¢ e 6 -+ 18 6 10° 0 , 10 -9
Hegith * o ' _ ) .
| areas 5 2 . 4 3 . 6 T2 4
Ozarks . 8 2 - 3 3 9 3 4
SW/W Central 8 ,“2 4 6 7 0 5
Delta 3 0 k3 0 = 0 3 2
, . < .
' i 16 -
Al “ ) . ,
O e
; '

<
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Moved with family as a child ° R ! -

Alrareas 3 I N AN 9 3

Ozarks i 0+ .. . 24 o . 8 0

SW/W Central . KT .2 o 97 15 7

Delta I 8. - % T \ 9 0 3

&

Other reasons s T .

All areas 4 , 13 coy - 4 1

Qzarks . 3 T2 R - 0 " . [0}

SW/W Central 3 ° 4. 6 0

Deita . 6 - ¢ 3 - 6 ) 5
Number of cases i o PR .

Al areas . 189 .5 130 . « - 333 ‘91

Ozarks | = 60 T4 ) 32 38

SW/W Central 93 46 69 Coe 34

.Delta 36 . 38 ’ 32 ° 19

L DN .
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‘Table 5. Percentage Distribution of Origins of In-migrants and Returnees to Arkansas

Early Sixties Seventies

Return- In- Return- In- Returp- ' In-
Ongin ees migrants ees migrants ees migrants  Total

Region ”
New England/
Mld-Atlant[c'r 1 5
Ee'st North Central? 17 19
West North Central® . ° 20
South Atlantic* 7
East and West )
South Centrars . 36
Mountain/Pacificé 14

State
“Texas 13
Cahtornia 21
Missoun 13
Oklahoma | 8
Lounsnana, 6
lihnois 5
Tennesgee[ 3
Mississippr” 3
6

3

0

0

-

- -

Michigan
Kansas,
Flonda

0 N - .
PRNONOND NP O ~D

w -
NOBWREROIOINONNO O O
-

Otherfstates 2

3 -, — . .
Number of cases 191 ° 131 * 139 93 131 783

'New England and Mid-Atlantic states include Maine, New I-i{a)mpshue.'Vermom, Massachusretts.
Rhods¥siand, Confecticut, New York, New Jersey, angd Pennsylvania.
!Eagt North Central states include Ohto, Indiana, ltinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin
°  *West North Central states include Minnesota, \l‘owa, Missoun, North Dakota, South Dakota,
Nebrgska, and Kansas. ‘ ~
‘ dausth Atlantic states include Delaware, Maryland, Distnict of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia,
North Carolina, South Carolina.'Georgia, and Flofida ; :
*Eastand West South Central states include Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabgma. Mississippr, Lougsn-
ana, Oklahoma, and Texas ! e
‘Mountain and Pacific states inclydeMontana, Idaho, Wyomtng, 'Colorado, New Mexico, Anzona,
Utah, Nevada, Washington, Oregon, Cahfornia, Alaska, and Hawan

\ ) -
\ «
e < s

. . . « v .
The Ozarks and the Delta areas of Arkansas differ greatly iz'geography, land
_use, and racial distribution, If addition, ‘distinct cultural and political differences
have been noted between the two areas. It should not be surprising, therefore, that
the two areas seem to attract quite t‘i_‘jﬁe}entjypes of migrants, differences that are
especially apparent among Seveiities In-migtants to the areas.
Seventies In-migrants comprised 13 percent of all Ozarks area respondents.
Almost half were 60 and older, reflected in the fact that a quarter gave retirement
* ‘asareason for movingto the area..A majority had moved to the Ozarks from the
“Notth Central.regions of the U:S., and a third said general-amenities had brought
them to the area. All of this group were white. Over a third had completed some
college, but incomés were relatively low with few at the extremes of the income

. 18 .
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Table 6, Percentage of Respondents from Each Region of Origin
by Destination in Arkansassand Mfgnnt Residence Categosy .
. ~ Early * Sixties Seventies
. Return- In- Return- In- Return- In-
- Ongin 009 migrants ees migrants oes migranteé  Total
New England and Mid-Atlantic )
Ozarks 2 2 3 3 0 2 2
SW/W Central 0 L -2 c 0 0 9 2
Delta 0 o N o 0 4 3 \ 1
East North Central
.Ozarks - 18 . 4 29 16 16 26 )8
SW/W Central 16 6 7 1n 9 16 12
Delta 16 10 31 25 18 10 18
West North Central ’ ' .
Ozarks 21 33 26 24 19 32 26
SW/W Ceatral 11 2 13 23 16 n 12
Delta 22 5 <. 14 15 - 27 10 15
\ A
South Atlantic 1 B
Ozarks 0 2 9 s 5 16 5 5
SW/W Central 2 6 14 0 2 9 6
Detta 3 5 9 0 4~ 7 5
East and West South Central  ~ )

© Ozarks _2 48 17 37 34 23 .29
SW/W Central 40 76 32 40 41 32 42
Delta 43 80 40 50 32 67 54

E o .

/m/umam and Pacific . :

'/ Ozarks 38" 1 17 16 16 12 19
SW/W Centrat * 31 , 6 ‘33 26 2 28 27
Deta . ‘' 16 0 b 10 14 3 8

Number of cases » .
Ozarks . s 61’ 6 35 3 * 32 57 267
SW/W Central b3 46 69 35 44 44 331
Delta 37 39 35 20 - 227 30 183
I8

'See Table 5 for list of states in eacp‘reglon.

v

L]

-

distribution. Still, 71 percent owned land. Commumty and political involvement-of
this group was extremely low.
Seven percent of the réspondents in the Delta were classified as Seventies

@

In-migrants and a majority had moved tﬂ\ere from theSSouth Central regions of the
U.S., particularly the bordering states of Mississippi and Tennessﬁe. This group
was very.young, with a median age of 30 years, While educatiohal levels were
somewhat lower than for the correspéhding group in the Ozarks, they had
rélatitely high incomes, with a third earning $15,000 a year or more, This is

consistent with the fact that almost half gave job opportunities as a reason for *

‘moving to the area. Only slightly over a third of this group reported owmnﬁand
no doubt partially due to the high cost afid low availability of the Delta’s prime

. . ;-
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Table 7. Percentage of Respondents from Three Most important States
i . for Each Area in Arkansas, by Migrant Residence Category
, Early Sixties Seventies
, * , Return- ‘' In- Return- In- Return- In- ’
Drigin i ees migrants 06s migrants ees ~migrants Total (

Ozarks ‘ . , P
Missoun 16 24 s 20 8 16 16 17 .

Texas 8 247 9 13 16° 9 13
Calformia 25 6 11, 8 6 7 12-

~ Others 51 46 40 71 62 68 58
Total tno ) 100 (61) 100 (46) 100 (35) 100 (38) 100(32) 100 (57) 100 (269)

Southwest/West Central )

Texas Lo 17 ‘i 719 9 27 16 17
Califormia 22 2 .23 1 20 1 17-
Louisiana 10 35 6 6 4 ‘4 1

* Others 51 . 82 52 74 49 69 55

Total (no ) 100 (93) 100 (46) 100(69) 100 (34 100'(44) 100 (44) 100 (331)
. v . .

Delta -, . b4
Mississipps ‘16 26 n 20 0 20 ° 16 )
Tennessee 5 18 1 25 9"’ 23 15
Missour 19 5 14 10 ° 18 10 13
Others 60 51 64 45 73 47 56
Total (no ) 100 (37) 100(39) 100 (35; 100(20) 100 (22) 300 (30) 100 (183) .

. , ,
. ’ . . e 1 . e
agricultural land. This group’s community and political involvement was some-

what higher than that of the corresponding Ozarks group.. ‘

ATI'ITUDES OF MIGRANTS TO ARKANSAS
One of the reasons for the present interestin migration to Arkalsas arises from

the belief that migrants bnng with them different attitudes and preferences than

those held'by native Arkansans, and that these differences will haven important

influence on the state. Although differences in attitudés are intrinsically interesting, .

some attitudes.and preferences have a greater bearing on public issues than

others. These are attitudes that relate to community, community problems, and

community semces, aitituded that relate to' the disposition and use of basic

resources such as land; and ttitudés .that relate to the approprlate role of ...

govemment, particularly local levels of government. Thesurvey asked questions

.-about attitudes and preferences in all of these areas, allowing an empirical 4 b
examination of the alleged differences resulting from migration. i |
, .
Attitudes of the Residence Groups Toward Community Issues, &

Q

E

P

AN

N

RIC

« A number of questions were asked about respondents attitudes on community
issues. They were asked to give a sub;echve rating of their well-being as better
off,” “worse off,” or “about the same” compared to five years ago. They were also
asked su‘npl?évhat they thougﬁt of their commumty-—-whether it was very good,

,
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Tabie-8. Composition of Communlty'P;'ob‘loms Scores' e

Problem area ’ . Community problém

+

' Health and welfare concerns » . Health and medical care
ST, dob opportunities
v o ' ) N Poderty © .
- - . . Housing “/ .
. ¢ > . M ~ .
. N »
[Enviconmental congerns Loss of natural areas and forests .
' . : Soil erosion :
‘ . + Loss of farmland to city’ growth and
* oo hghways .. - '
- Uncontroiled growth of subdivisions .,
iy N Loss of game and wildhfe

. ot Clearcutting of tmber | .,

Service concerns . . Sewage disposal .

Water supply ’ &
Roads . . .
- Garbage and trash N B

'Values of response s toeach of the community problems are 0 =noproblem, 1 =shight probiem, 2
= serious.problem The scores for each area of concern w{ra computed.by adding.a-person's___. .. _______
responses to each of the compmunity problems included in the problem-drea, thus, the higher the
value the greater the concern The problems were grouped on the basis of factor analysis results.

See  Jackson et al (14) for a discussion of the methodology , . ) R
. - . 0 B i
good, average, etc. o . ] *
Another question asked respondents to indicate, for a list of 23 potentiat .
problems, whether these were problems in their community. Then they weére asked - .
for which of these 23 problem areas they would favor spending more p'ul:ﬁi‘é money .
+ , tosolve that problem. Seyeral scores were created from thesé questions. The hw, ..
" Numbet of Problems, was the total number of the 23 problems that a respondent o~
rated as.either serious or very sérious. The second, Support Spendmg, was the '
total namber of the 23 problem areas for which arespondent was willing to spend oL,
additional public funds. A third, Percent Support:Spending, was created by oo
0 calculating, for each person, the percent of the problems that he or she ldenghed’ .-

for which he or she also expressed a desire to.spend -more public funds.5 In y
addxtnorr, scoreswere computed ta represent concern with subsets of problems that .. *
were of special interest in this report—community service problems, health and .
welfate problems, and environmental problems (see Table 8 for construction of
. the scores). -

The effects of résidence category and destination area on atutudes towara) each
of the community issues were analyzed using two-way analysis of variance. The
effect of residence category was significant on all issues except réspondents" A
opinion of the community and concern M‘th environmental problems. For those -~
atmudmal measures on which residence category had a sxgmhcant effect, means

e . . .
= - -l

. -
‘. A
N A -

For exsmple a person who 4demmed eight problems and expressed a desfre to spend more

public funds on two problems would obtaln a score of25 percem Y ’ o *
. . . : - N ER . (L .
) _%f. S - :
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are presented for the residence groups in the s ,a§ who}é dnd-in gach
destination area (see Table Q)ﬁnalysrs of vananc;i%‘fts%r thosé nr meejyre,sge
presented in Appendix Table'2. It should be noted tHBtd&hnahot\fre&also hada
. significant effect on attitudes toward all of threse com lsn&s“i ‘”f\.::
- In the state as a whole Native Arkansans were fk&y ate iB;nr,
* well-being higher than the migrant groups combined. This dittey e'was more
pronounced n the Ozarks and Southwest/ West Central arer,Ratm’gs Qf’ ‘syéil
being were hngher ip the Delta than in the other two destina d;the

their situation. In each area of the state [n-migrantsin thelater txmqpe‘hodst
to rate their well-being as better, than did corresponding Retumee;, - w\,
Althdugh residence category had a significant effect on a}} the ;’hea§ d}‘ﬂ

concern with community problems that are listed in* Table 9, the* ere e

between the categories are fairly small. Later migrants tended to eP9}§'Aewhat

more concerned than earlier migrants with all types of problems (:onstcla d, and t8

* be more supportive of spendifig public funds to solve those problem “Wﬁhi!e all
. mmiigrant.groups_combined tended to_be somewhat more concerned wit ,problems
than natives, they weré no more likely to support publrc expenditutes’ Respond-
entsin the Qzarks identified fewer problems than did those in the Delta and they
also were less likely to support spending to solve problems, in both ab;olu(e and -
reI&trve terms.

I Attitudes of the Residence Groups “Toward Land Uu} lssues -

Questions were asked in the survey about respondents attxtudes towax land |
. use issifes, lanmd use planning, and the appropnate roles of differefit levels of

mugrarits to the Delta irt the Sixties and Seventies seémed partlcula.ﬂy'he %out’ 'y N

v

Q‘v-

3

government in managing land resources. Specifically, they were asked whether ",

they had ever heard of land use planning, whether they favored land use planning,
whether they favored laws to encourage land use planning, and whalBhe effect of
previous land.use planning experience had been on their opinions about land use
planning. They were also asked three questions about each of five government
levels: federal, state, county, city, and none.” An additive scale was created from
these three questions to represent the degree of support for each level of
government. . S
: A two-way analysis of variance was used to test the effects of resjdence
. category and destination area on attitudes towdrd each of the land ise issues.
Residence category had a significant effect only onthe four attitudinal items listed
in Table 10. The analysis of variance results for these variables are presented in

'

$Tests were also performed for interactions, but they were not significant for any otat)e attitudes
toward community issues djscussed in this spction. ) . A

controls or regutations for the use of land?, (b) should be respbnsibletor enforc ntrois on th®

- '
*Thethree questions were "What levei{s) of governiment (a) should be responsibig for deciding an,
useofland?, (c) do you think would most nearly support youropmlon orinterests &out the controt

. of land? ’ . . .
Q ‘ . . . _
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Appendix Table 3.8

- Favorabxhty among the residence groups toward land use planmng and toward

laws to enc,ourage land use planning followed the same patterns. Early migrants in
all areas were less lkely to support these planning measurés than were later
migrants.Jn the state as a wh{e all migrant groups combined showed somewhat
greatersupport than did native’ for bothmeasures. Mngrants were especially more
favorable in'the Ozarks, but in the Delta Natives were slightly more favorable than
Mlgrants The Qzarks respondents were more $upportive of land use piannmg
" measures than those in the Southwest/West Central and Delta areas. In fact, 20
* percertt more of the Ozatks respondents supported each measure than did Delta
res&:ndents . ’ ‘
Respondents in the Ozarks were much more likely than those in other/areas to
have been favorably impressed with previous land use plfnmng experiences. In

addmon there was no migrant group in the Ozarks that had been less favorably |

impressed than Natives of the area. In-migrants showed a tendency to have been

more favorably infpressed than corresponding Returnees, and Sixties In-migrants

to all areas were the most likely of any group to have a favorable opinion of Iar\H

. use planning as a result of their previous éxpgrience.” . ’ '
" There was essentially no difference betwedn Natives and all mgrant groups
" combined in support for state government involvement in land, use plannirg.
However, support was somewhat higher in the Ozarks than in the other two areas.

4 - / . . .

Examination of Whether Residence Category
‘ and Destination Area Effects on Attitudes Are Unique

- —
Earher we found that residence categories differed on some basic socio-

+ economic characteristics and that respondent characteristics in the three destina-
tion areas of Arkansas differed greatly. It was suggested that a large portion or
perhaps all, of the differences in attitudes observed thus far among residence
categories and among areas in Arkansas may be due .to differences in the

. _ respondent’s age, race, educational level, and income level.

To test this suggestion these four soc:o/eeoﬁ?c charactenstics were entered
as independent variables 1n a mulhple regression model to prednct each of the
attitudinal vanables hsted in Tables 9 and 10. In each case the model F statistic

was significant. The amount of variance explained in each of the attitudes by the‘

soctp<economic characteristics (R?) is presented in column 1 of Table 11.

Next, for each attitude a multiple regression model was t8sted that used as_
independent variables the four socio-economic characteristics plus residence cate-
gory and destination area. The R? for each of these “full”” madels s listed in column
2 of Table, 11; and the amount 6f variance explained by residence category and

o -

a

*Tests aiso were performed for interactions, butthey were not significant for any of the attitudes
toward land use issues discussed I thls SECHON | g
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° Table 9. Attitudes Toward Community {ssues of the Resident, Groups
: *  “in the State and in Three Destinatior’ Areas’ N
] Residence category
.« Attitude -« Arkansas , Earl Early * Sixtties . Sixties v Seventies -Seventies Migrant
*.” and area Natives - Retugfiees In-migrants Returnees Insmigrants Returnees In-migrants sub-total Total v
‘Subjective well-being? ' 5 R . ’

- All areas i 0 25(143)’ 012(191) 006(129) 017(138) 031(84) 0 15(98) 042(130) 020(780) 0 22(1523)
Ozarks 029(168) ~ 00 ( 61) 0.02( 46) 006( 33) 018(39) 009(32) 053( 58) 0.16(269) 021( 437)
SW/W Central 021(334) 0720( 93) 006( 46) 0.11( 7_0) 037(35) 0 04(4?) L 0.16( 43) 015(331) 0.18( 665)
Delta . 030(241) 014( 37) 011(.37) 0 40( 35) 045(20) * 0.46(22) 0.59( 29) 033(180) 0.31( 421)

- ”~

Health and welfare concerns* ' s . i
All areas . 28 25 28 " 30 - , 29 -~ 32 . 32 28, 28
Ozarks 23 24 15 2.4 30, ; 2.7 3.4 26 \é 5
SW/W Central 2¢ 25 ) 27 32 . 2.7 37 34 "3.0. 2.9
Delja 29 , 2.8 27 v 33 28 ‘2.9 2.8 29 29

Service concerns* - . : -

All areas 3 15 7 14 15 19 . 22 > 18 - . 20 2.2 1.9
Ozarks . 14 14 15 1.5 -~ 22 18 20 17 .16

_-SW/W Centrai 17 16 a5 ., ez - .28 2.0 23 2.0 18

. "Delta 14 10 14 17 1.2 15 15 14 - 14

Number of problems? . .- X
Al areas 79 77 1T 89 88 83 ¢ 84 82 81
QOzarks . 71 72 70 [} 71 ‘8.2 74 7.2 7.3 7.2
SW/W Central 75 74 72 88 - 86 85 89 8.2 7.8
Defta ' 82 77 84 91 . 83 80 87 8.4 8.3

. 2*;
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Support spending* L K N . . .

All areas 21 18 1.6 20. 21 24 26 2.0 21

Ozarks 15 1.5 : 11 14 ° 15 .18 <15 14 15

SW/W Centra! 21 19 SRR < 21 . 23 24 40 23 22

Delta 25 22 20 2,1 » 2.7 - 31 3.0 24 25~

- A

Percent support spending’ . ) ) )

All areas ' 26 24 .22 24 23 3 . 25 26

Ozarks z 2 L SART:4 20 2 26 oo e 24 .22

SW/W Central 26 26 23 26 24 . 32 42 28 27

Deita 31 28 . 29 % 30 - ° 33 " a . 34 > 32 32 -

'On all community 1ssues histed in this tabie, both residence category and destination area in Arkansas showed §|gn|t|cant effects when tested in a '2—way ~
" analysis'of vartance (see Appendix Table 2). . ~ l

<Subjective well-bemg 18 how respoendents rated their day- to day living in 1975 as compared to five years ago Mean ratings are reported, where 1 = “better oft"0 4
= "about the same,” and -1 = "worse off.” .

‘Numbers in parentheses are the number of cases Approximately fl the same numbers apply to all other cdggesponding frames of the table aithough they vary )
somewhat due to missing cases on the atutudinal items.  ~ 4 R

‘See Table 8 for construction of these scores Means are reported. . .

=This scale is the totai number of problems from aiist of 23 that the respondent rated asashightorserious problemin his’her community Meansare reported

«*This scaie s the total number of 23 community problems for which a respondent is willing to spand more public money Means are reponed *

This is the percent of problems a respondent identified for which he/she also wanted to spend riore pubhc funds Means are reponed t

3

. . -

SVSNVIYV OLNI NOLLVYDIN 40 SAONINDISNOD

€3



-
.~ Table 10. Attituties Toward Land Use Issues of the Residence Groups in the State and in Three Deatination Areas' - N
- . O 4 ] [
Residence category N : B
Land use Arkansas Early Eagly Sixties Sixties Seventies Seventies Migrant e R
1Issue and area Natives Returnees In-migrants - Returnees In-migrants Returnees igrants - sub-total Tota!
Favor land use planning (% yes) ot ) . ﬁ > .
- All areas - 60(464)? . 60(132) 53{86) - 71(104) 78(74) 72(69) 76(100) 68(565) 65(1029)
-Ozarks 66(108) ~ ~_ 69( 47) 73(36) 92( 28) 91(32) 92(22) 88( 48) 83(213) 77( 321) * :
SW/W Centra? 55(212) 51067) _  ,42(28) 67( 54) 80(29) | 75(32) * 76( 33) . 63(243) 60( 455)
2 Deita . 60(144) = 55( 18) 28(22) 741 22) 56(13) 40015 ° 56(19) 53(109)+  57¢ 253) -,
. . . ' ‘ >
Favor laws-te enco"ge land use planning (% yes) VN . -
4 B All areas ' ;56 49 59 .58 77 65 . ¢ 74 63 60 .. § )
' Ozarks ! 61 r 66 ‘69— 86 91 B 86 81, 78 73 P 4
. SW/W Central 55 42 s 64* 4 69 - . Tsg 70 55 . 55 gz
€. “Delta 56 33 36 * Tt s0 ., 62 47, - 83 48 ¢ 53 n
. . . -, - . R
Etfect of'previous 1and use planning exp 5 % . | . . %
' . 'All areas 004 008 «- o0ty 006 044 026 032 016 010 . &
* Ozarks . 018 022 ., ' 028 . 027 - 053 ~ 053 041 8,85 L0229 - ™
SW/W Céntrat -0.03 . 0.03 . -003 - -609 024 . 0147 ‘005 2" 001, 7. 4
Delta 006 004 024, , 014 050 €010 046 oon 008 \ g
. ) ’ T T~ . , ; - N oo
. . * Favor state government* N s . . w
Allareas --*% .. 07 D6 0.8 *07 t o7 o8 ° L1 . o8 “o7 ;
_-Ozarks - " ‘09* 09 L 18 o8 1" . 09" 13 -1 (\, 10 <
. SW/W Central  * 06 L T05.. 0.6 05 05 . 1.0 *09 . 0.6 06 4 =
, Delta 06 0d " a4 - - 09 03 04 ‘08, 06 06 : ﬁ
a 'On all fand usg issues In this table, both restdenf:@ cgtég nd destination area in Arkansas showed significant effects when tested in a zxfzay analysis of - ™
. wyanange (see Appendix.Table 3) . ‘ ?,,\,\rl NAARRE . R ‘ . . S
° “Numbers m Parentheses are the approximate r)u.‘mt{er;ofghsék in each category Thé nymbers vary somewhat due to missing cases on the attitudinal itegs .. E
*ThisscoreTepresentd answers to tﬁq question, “Has ioﬁ’r' b&p_qunee"w:m fahd usp-rvgul):;uons made you more for, or against, iapd use regulations in general? o3
Mea nsire teported, where 1 = “more'for,” & = “nlo.sffect arrg,};ﬂ“*'{inpre*a“z_;ainst;" ) - oS o 'E:,
. “This scale represents the number a¥timgs out of thred quiests hata person chose the state government level for responsibility+n tand use planming. The | o .
. questions were “What levdl{s) of governmsnt (1}@?}(6{4}‘:1!:9 responsibte for d;e'(‘:tdmg oncontrois or regulations for the use Qf tand”? (2) should be responsible for .o
’ enforcing contrals on the use'0f land?, and (3) dq)py‘lhfgkwpgld‘mosi nearly pp’or( your opinion or interests about the contro.l\gj\tand? Means are reponeu\‘ ol
. e . P A "- "0 )“ L - ~ . . » .
\‘1 ’ : A ) 'H . - ‘\ .\ . » %
. 00 '
* ~ e ’ -

~e
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destination area that was not explained by socio-economic characteristics (multi-
ple partial correlation of destination area and residence category) s listed for each
attitudein Column 3. On every attitude there was a significant amount of variance
that was unique te a person’s migratory status and the area of Arkansas in which
he or she lived. However, when-examining the varance explamed by each
mdependent variablein the model (partial correlations, Table 1 1, columns 4t0 9)
we see that more of this unique variance is associated with destmahon area than
with residence category. When controlling for other variables in the model
residence tategory has a significant effec; on only three attitudes—a person’s °
sub]ectlve well-being, concern with commupnity services, and favorability toward

" state-level government mvolvement in planning and management of land resour-
ces. The effect of destination area, on the otherhand, was sxgmfxcant onall but one
of the attitudes.

Income accounted for the lgrgest pr_gportion of explained variance in ratings of ° -

we]l-being, with those in higher incomeé brackets expressing more satisfaction with -
their situations. Age’and race of the respondents were associated with much of the
unique explained variance in concern with community problems and in support for
spending public funds to solve those problems. Older people and whites were less

- likely to be concerned with problems or to be supportive of increased public .

spending. Educational level hada significant effect on most attitudes toward land

use issues. The more highly educated were more supportive of land use planning

and of laws to encourage planming, qnd they had been more favorably 1mpressed

‘with thejrprevious planning experiences. *
The virtual elimination of residence category differences in controlling for

socio-economic characteristics of theindividuals should not be interpreted to mean

that migration does not influence attitudes in the state toward community and land

use issues, The factis that migration does in general bringin younger people, more

o highly egluca mdw:duals, more high income families, and fewer black people,

' who, as we have showp, tend to differ i attitudes. The point is that within the same

- levels of education, i income, age, etc., migrants do not differ substantially in

attitudes from the natives. d. b

-

LY

a

L]

» . °. .~ SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS ..

Some areasin Arkansas have experienced high rates of growth due to in-migra-

- tion, and interest has been generated in the effects this growth may have on the )

state’s population. “Ret@rnees” and new “In-migrants” to Arkansas were identi- .
fied from }975 survey data and categonzed by the year  they moved to
Arkansas—$before 1960, in the Sixties, or in the Seventies. These categories then
_were cornpared with each other and with “Native Arkansans” to determine the
consequences ofa hxstory of migration into Arkansas for population structure, and
for attitudes toward community and land use.issues. The categories also were
compared within each of three areas in Arkansas that were known to demﬁons}rate

O
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Table 11. Amount of Variance Explained in Attitudes Toward Community and Land Use issues *
Soclio-Economic Charachl:istlcs, Destination Area, and Residence Category

| Partial correlations (r?) of S0CI0-economic. destination area.
Model r? , and residence category vanables included In full model®

‘Column 12 Column 28 Column 3* Col 4 Col § Col. 6 Col.7 Col 8 Col 9 Col 10
Restrictéd model Full model Multiple partial Residence Destina- " Agde Educa- ' Race Income  Number

. * {socio-economic {socio-economic. correlation of Category tion area tion {non- of
characténistics destination  destination area - ‘ " white) cases

.. Dependént ¢ only) area & residence & resi dence - . ) “
. variable! category) categary (r2)
" Subjective 3 . . ‘
well-being 0062*" Q074" 0.013*** 0011° 0.002 (-)0.002 0.000 0.001 0036 133_6

N .
Health and . .
"~ welfareconcerns 0075 0087°"" . 0013 0005 0 006° (-)0.020"** 0002 0.024*** (-)0.010*" 1090

--Service concerns  0p31°" 0066°"" " 00363 <«00157  0.023° 1(-)0011°"" 0000 0.005"* . 0.001

’
~

& : \
< Number of probléms 087°** 0099°°* 0013 0004 , 0.009** (-)0.023°"* 0.016""" 0.002 * 0.001

,

-7
Supportspending 080°°*, 0100°"" 0022 0006 0.018"*" (-)0.025°°% 0.004° 0.011°°° 0000

) Pe;cem,su ort -
spending" T t00497 . g, 00627 T.° 0014 0005 0008 (-)0.018"* 0001 ., 0008  0.000

o
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Favor land use - ‘ 2 . '
planming 0.091°** ° ,0.131°*" 0044°"" 0.014 0031°** (-)0006*" 0017°"" (-)u 003 0 000 875
Favor land \f.tse laws 0.067¢"" . 0.917"' 0.043""* 0.012 0.028°*** (-)0.003 0.013""" 0.0003. , 0.005° ‘930
& ’ -
Effect of planning . . i -
experience 0.055""" 0110 0.058*>* , 0.013 0.038""" 0.000 0.023""* " 0.000 0.003 ‘897 -
Favor,state . . ‘ : |
government 0017*"" 0054 0038""" 0.01Q" 0027°** (-)0 004" 0004 . 0.000 (-)0 001 4257 *
1Described 1n footnotes to Tables 9 and 10. f ' = '

2Each entry «n column 1 ts the amount of variance in the dependent variable explained by age, education, race. and tncome» t;robabmtles are based on the
multiple regression model F statistic.

3Each entry in column 2 is the amount of vaniancein the dependent vanable explained by age, education, race, income, the 7 tesidence categones and ‘the 3
destination areas of Arkansas. Probabilities are based on the multiple regression model F stafistic.

‘Eachentryincoiumn3isthe muttlpte partial correlation withthe dependent varlable of the residence categories and destination areas of Afkansas (the amount
of variance exptam’d 1n the dependent vanable that was not explaified by the socio-economic charactetistics) Probabilities are based.on an F statistic

SEach entry 1n cofumns 4 thtough 91s the partial couelatton of eachndependent varnable listed with the dependentvariable Probabilities ate based onan F
statistic. Socio-economic chqfactenstlcs that had a negative felatlonsl!up with the dependent vaniable are indicated by (-)

.
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different migration patterns—the Ozarks the Delta, and the Southwest/West
- Central areas. :

A history of migration appears to have consequences for population structure.
Taking all mrgrqnt categories together, migrants had more educatioh and higher
incomes than Arkansas Natives, they were more likely to_be white. This
conforms to patterns obseryed nation-wide in analysis of the cfrara‘cterrstms of
urban.-to-rural migrants (23). -

Although there were differences between In-migfants and Keturnees, larger
differences tendeuté- o be based on the time of arrival in Arkansas. Those who
arrived early are frequently at one extreme and those who arrived recently at the
other, with Natives and arrivals during the intermediate peqod ranging somewhere,
between these two. In large part these differences are due to age differences; those
amvrng early are necessarily older, srnce migration tends to occur to young adults.
It is those arriving recently about whom the most |nterest is genelated and, in the
sensethat they are different from both Natives and earher arrivers, these differen-
ces have importance for the state. -0

Forexample, In-migrants in the Seventies tended to-be more positive about their
life situations, to be more concernefdl about health and welfare issues, to,be more
concgmed about services, and to be more in fayor of spending public funds. Both
the Sixties and Seventies mrgrants were.more favoraBle toward land use controls
than the remainder of the populauon On th Z other hand, their political involve-
ment was lower. Higher condeth with community and land use issues among

" newly drrived migrants”substantiates results found in other research. Lower

polmcal involvement, however, is contrary to results obtarned in some studies (13,
18).¢

There werelarge differences amang the areas of Arkansasin characteristics of
both migrants and natives. Migran’ts to the Ozarks area had the oldest median
age, and almost all were white. They displayed a very narrow range of income
levels—all relatively low. On the other hand; almost a third-6f Delta migrants were
nonwhite, and they had the youngest median age~ Delta migrants displayed
extreme income |nequa||ty, with large percentages _having either low or high
incomes; the median was high. ’ 3

These and other characteristics were shown to be similar to the éharact‘enstrcs

. of area Natives. Thus, the observed pattern of mrgratron, while perhaps not

_actually reinforcing the characteristics of the receiving area, atleast minimizes the
change these patterns might brlng about. Persons with “Ozark characteristics”
tend to move to the Ozarks, and persons with “Delta characteristics” tend to move
to the Delta. While this i is; no doubt, pattly the result &f traditional ties of kinship,
friendship, and geographical proximity, it is partly the result of tMves
needed to algract migrants to each of the three areas.”

The reasons given for migration to the different areas drffersd Migrants to the
Ozarks were more apt to identify retirement and simply “liking the area” as

.reasons for migration; migrants to the Southwest/West Central area identifies

]

'S ~

“family ties” as reasons for migration; while Pigrants to the Delta were di}tig

RRIC. 30 .|
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.

guished by the frequency with which they identified “job opportunities.” A review
of income differences and differences in reasons for migrating suggests that the
Delta pays a substantial prefiium in anhual family incomes in order to attract
migrants, whereas the Ozarks provides an income disincentive which is overcome
by the scenic and cultural attractiveness of the region. This is consistent with the
finding that favorability toward lahd use planning and management is greatest in

the Ozarks. !
Some differences were found among migrant categories on some key atitudinal *

questions, although most were not great. Only on questions about fand use and
land use planning were differences substantial. It is also on these questions that the
greatest differences exist among the three areas of the state. Differences among
the residence groups in key attitudes are entirely eliminated or greatly reduced
{ when the demographic characteristics of migrants are controlled.

The general thrust of these data, then, is to emphasize the similarity of migrants

. to the native population rather than their differences, although other research (18)

has emphasxzed the differences. In large part this results from the methodology
- employed Other researchers have been more concerned with recent migrants
alone; indeed, migration has been defined so as to-eliminate from the category
personsswho migrated some time ago. Our more comprehensive treatment of the
migration phenomenon, while necessarily more complex and somewhat rpore‘
ambiguous, is a more accurate portrayal of the effects of a history of migration.
Recent migrahts are necessarily different fromthe nativepopulation, if for no other
reaspn than that migration tends to occur at specific ages, hence recent migrants
. will fall into specificrage categories. Recent migrants will change, their attitudes
« ! may soon become similar(to those of the 1atives, and some of them will become
disenchanted and move on, or return to the place of origin. After a number of years
thése who remain will no doubt resemble the native populahon much more than
. they do now. .

The contrashngvmterpretatlons of recent migration phenomena raise two impor-
tant issues in mngrahon research. One is that, to make an accurate assessment of
the effects of migration upon an area; it is necessary to compare the in-coming,
stream with the out-going-stream, as Zuiches and Brown (23) attempted to do for .
metropohtan to nonmetropohtan migration patterns for the entire Umted States.
For example, is Arkansas also Iosmgg}o other states a small group of persons very

. _sxmnlar to the Sevenhes in-migranits? If that is true, even though the Seventies _
in-migrants are quite different from Natives and previous in-migrants on a number
of variables, nothing is really changing. We cannot tell about this from these data,
nor from most other data on the local effects of migration, simply because surveys
are taken at destination, or.origin, but’rarely both.
The second point is that we need longitudinal studies in which persons are
. identified at a residence at one point in time and traced backward and forward in
- time todetermine where they came from and where they went. Only inthis way will
we be able to separate secular trends from life cycle changes, to separate ghanges
in the migrants from corregpondmg changes in the native populahons andtobegin

gl A i Tox: Provided by ERIC
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to understand the manner in which in-migrants become integrated (or do not

. become integrated) into the society of destination. -
\ .
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Appendix Table 1. Two-Way Analysis of Variance of' Hesidence Category and
Destination Area on Selected Socio-Economic _Characterl:tlc: .

Socto-economic Residence Destination Number

characteristic category F area F Model F of cases
Age 301°°° 16°*° 261°° - 1546 ’

L) '.7" B
Education 198°"* 10 180" 1526
-

income - 56" 08 429 1432 .
** p < 001 * N

- . 3 v
Appendix Table 2. Two-Way Analysis of Varlance of Residence Category and

.
N
.

Destination Area on Attitudes Toward Cgmmunlty issues

Community Residence * Destmaho;\ . Number
1ssue' category F area F Model F of cases
Subjective ’ ¥, .
* well-being 33" ' 3 ‘ 34 7 1522
Health and B
welfare cgnoerns 23 6 32° 1196
Service coggcerns 54 13 71°°° » 144)
Number of problems$ 25 10 40 ‘1546
Support spending N 38 26°°° , 89 1500
Percent support ! :
spending 22° 16°** ' 5.6 1500

.
See footnotes to Tabie 9 for a description of the measures of attitudes toward comtmunity 1ssues,

-'p< 05
tp< 01
crp< 001

~-

.

v
¢

Appendix-Tabié 3. Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Residence Category and
De:tlnltlon Area on Attitudes Toward Land Use Issues

I

Lland use Residence ' Destination .o Number
L~ 1ssue’ ’ category F area F Model F of'cases
Favor land use . - - e S Y =~
planning * 51°° 16°*° 5 6°°* « 950
Favor land use o0
laws 3.7 14 6.9°° 1028
Effect of planning .
experience 44 16°° g7 994
Favor state - ‘
government 22° - 17° 64 1374

See footnotes to Table 10 for a description of the measures of attitudes toward land use issues -
L 4

. v
p<0S

L' p < 001
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